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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clainms 10-20, which are all of the clains pending
in this application.

BACKGROUND

Appel l ants' invention relates to a nmethod of nmaking a
| ubricious glove that includes the step of dipping a form
having a | atex coating thereon (casing) into a solution

i ncl udi ng pol yvi nyl al cohol and a thickener to forma coating
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(layer of polyvinyl alcohol and thickener) on the casing.
According to appellants, the lubricious gloves are useful in
appl yi ng orthopaedi ¢ bandages havi ng uncured resin coatings
thereon. See, e.g., pages 1, 4 and 5 of the specification.
Exenplary claim 10 is reproduced bel ow.

A nmet hod of making a |ubricous glove
conprising the steps of:

a) providing a formhaving a shape to
si mul ate a hand;

b) coating said formwith a |ayer of
el astonmeric material to forma hand shaped
casi ng;

c) dipping said casing in a solution
i ncl udi ng pol yvi nyl al cohol and a thickening
agent at anbient tenperatures to forma coated
casi ng; and

d) renoving said coated casing fromsaid
sol ution and dryi ng.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the

exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ai ns are:

Kavalir et al. (Kavalir) 3,411, 982 Nov.
19, 1968

Tal al ay 3,689, 613 Sep. 05,
1972

Clainms 10-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Talalay in view of Kavalir.

CPI NI ON
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We have carefully reviewed the respective positions
presented by appellants and the examner. In so doing, we
find ourselves in agreenent with appellants that the applied
prior art fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness
of the claimed subject matter. Accordingly, we will not
sustain the examner's rejection for essentially those reasons
advanced by appellants, and we add the following primarily for
enphasi s.

Al'l of the appealed clains require the step of dipping a
formcovered with a layer of elastoneric material (casing) in
a solution including polyvinyl alcohol and a thickener in the
formation of a lubricious glove. According to the exam ner,
"[1]t would have been obvi ous when perform ng the process set
forth in the primary reference, to so include an
al cohol / powder dip in view of the secondary reference for
providing a rel ease coating as desired" (answer, page 4). The
exam ner specifically refers to Kavalir (the exam ner's
secondary reference) at colum 4, line 43 to colum 5, line 52
in support of the proposed nodification of the process of
Talalay (the examner's primary reference). See the answer,

page 4.
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Unli ke the exam ner, however, our review of the applied
references including the referred to portions of Kavalir does
not reveal any teaching or suggestion of dipping a form
al ready covered with a |ayer of elastoneric material (casing)
in a solution including polyvinyl alcohol and a thickener as
required by the appealed clains. While Kavalir does disclose
dipping a formcovered with a latex material in a slip finish
of pre-cured resin-rubber latex (colum 3, |line 30 through
colum 5, line 8), we find no teaching of using polyvinyl
al cohol and a thickener containing solution for coating a
casing in Kavalir.

We are mndful that Kavalir discloses dipping the formin
a coagul ant solution containing al cohol and a nold rel ease
powder (colum 4, |ines 46-49), but that step occurs prior to
coating the formwith an elastoneric material to forma
casing. Hence, even if the applied reference teachings are
conbi ned, the herein clained process would not be the result.
Consequently, for the reasons outlined above and as devel oped
in appellants' brief (pages 4-7), we will not sustain the

stated rejection.
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CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner to reject clains 10-20 under
35 U.S.C. 8 103 as being unpatentable over Talalay in view of

Kavalir is reversed.
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REVERSED

JOHN D. SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

PAUL LI EBERVAN APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

PETER F. KRATZ
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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AUDLEY A. Cl AMPORCERO
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